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^^ o ■( ' j 'U % K M\k^^ K '>.'n\Lr:g ainendnienl a,nd iluMoHovving 

\^ < ^svv ' ''<, ji OS a i i if , ; kI "'^ ^ ^ i^errded vviilH^ut prejudice or 
aiscuimier, 

Rejfctiori of Claims 1-3, 7. 9-13. 15-30, 34-40, 42-54 and S6-g7 IJmtk-r ?5 D.S.C. 
§102ie) .'uul 103(a) 

The OOlce /Vction rejecis clairas 1-.!. 7. 9-13, ]5~3Q. 34-40, 42-54 mid 56-57 under 35 
l.LS.C, v:](;Jie'; ;a;^ antieipaled by or, in ihe aiTe^■i;rd^•■c^ 35 U.,S.C, §l()3!f!) a,s obviouii over Beyda 
e;. .^i.iU.S. PaSeisI No. c:.„487,.777) {"Beyda t:t. ai.'7!. .ApplieaiVii; respccUbily traver,^e ihii; rtiection 
and sul.iniit thar The pendirig claim? are not anticipaicd by or rcndert'd obvious rrver Beyda ei ai. 
.•\ppiicani.s nr:ie that aUhougi;. we u-a\^erse tins rejection, we have also amended .-rvjependeni 
clainis I iind 28 to funher rerlnc the in\'ention arid to add sor-ic cliafactenstics aL<,soeialed svith Uu- 
verbid and non-verboi input Vvhicl: ilntber disunguisb. die elaims from Beyda e- al. 

Applicanis Uuiuk the Llxanviner for the rsou-Onal Office Action and rcquesi a Notice of 
.Allowance based on the a,rgur.nents and ainendnienis herein. 

Applicanis iirst respectfuriy note ihi^t the Office Action on page 3 slv^tcs that Beyda et at. 

diselo.scs die user b able ^'to peribrm ^-erhai and rion-verbal inpm within ihe same 

con«n!.nncat.io.n" cniny, column B, iint^ 2')-37 (eniphasis added). Applicarsi,s re.specii'nny urge 

Hiat it appears ib:;.;;. tiie fixaniiner has eitlser not read or ignored a core aspect of our argument ir. 

r:-ur January 10, 2007 re;sponpc. Notably, on page 2-4, Applicants pointed out ar^d explained 

eiearls thai l.ieyda et al. tail to teach that the u.ser is able to pertbnn \ erbal and non-verbal input 

vvidun die same eornmunicaiion. It is clear that coiumn 8, lines 2S>-37 of Ik'vdi? et ah .simply 

leach that the user may either provide verbal inpui or pro\-ide non-ve.rba.l input, ih.roiigh using ihe 

keypad, fhe Orllce Actiosi simply .fails to addre,ss our particular argument, ben railier .-nates on 

page 3 just the corKdusory statement thai Beyda et a), does disehiKse thai the user is able to use 
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vj-;iKij jr.d .no;:-\erbal mput within the same commraiicalion. Applicants mahiiain their position 
in tins veyard. bisl i-!e-vcriiick'.ss have amended clauns ; aiK"! 2H to further refine tise in\oniiof). 
Claim i amended to recite "svliereiti the verbal and non-vcfbai input eacii convey dilTerent 
iniorniatior: and are associated vvith a eofii-dinaied mes^'^age io achieve an appropriate re.sponse." 
Fins cieaTSy distinguishes from P-eyda et aL inasmucii a? tiie verbal iriput itlje user saying ~'haci;, 
oiie"; and the nosi-serbal input {die user pressing *, I ) each elcariy ccmvey the same infca-ma.tic>n 
This !S true as weil Vviut the aiieniate teaching in colunni 8, in Vvhicit the aser deiiires it.; turn 
backwards a predeien:nincd nnsnber of levels according to the user input, in this regard, the user 
cars pi-o\'ide non-verbal input sucii as pressing (*) [bilo\%-ed by .2 or may pro\-ide verbal input by 
yayiijg "back, 2'' in order to renins from prompt levei 3 up to prompt level 1 . Support in ilie 
speciitcaii-'n is found for tlie antendraent on page 6 in which different siimnli oF verbal and non- 
verbal inpuf may be provided sucii thai to elicit an appropriate machine response thai depeS'ds 
t^oi only on the spoken input bin upon the i^iate oi'tiie environment. Applicants woiud 
respecduily request either a non-llnai Otllce Action whieb. e.xplair:S why Beyda et ah teaches the 
user being able to perform verbal and non-verbal iriput or a Noiiee of Aili>vvar>ee in view ot the 
argtane.sris and anietidnients set forth iierein. 

Applicants resnectfidiy -r-^.ro .b x" Jk'-xvx . .s p "^jUtKc and n convan^^^ i a ^n^anJe 
based on the cnrrent aiid previo.- aJCviinenis a- wel ^ cj ..rcss Nei . .b t u 

Applkauts also sul:?ruit ti'O. 'ua^nnuh as the paren ciani's o il>^^^abe tM, n^ \ " 
9- i 3, I ;>27 a-Ki 56 are also patentable and in. eonditioa for aiiowaUi-e 

Claim 2S recites an autonated re>nting sxsteni dial anti-raeau..diy n-sac- e i:^ce a.^U'.-^! 
bused OP ap: automated task elasL-jJieauun dvCisiofi I hjc> >. kuni is an':v nded n .• --nsnLr rasnnei to 
ciain- i discussed above. Aceond.ngiy. A-apiieants -'.spctfuils sab;rit tlnu . :'e!n 2!^ patantab c 
and iit condition ior allowauue. as svell as daperidont e[ umc? l'^)- .^n-4o. -2 4 e.ad, ? 
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The above argiiinenls txho apply lo many ofthe oiher depciideni ciai-rss. For exavnpie, 
j-iahr: 2 r-^-ciics \vherv'ir> the metinuiglui prsrases are expressed in a mulumodai form. "Hie Office 
Action :5s:*en;* ?hai coiunui S, lines 29-?'."% reads i)n this limitaiion, bui Applicants respecihuiy 
Ljubiriit iKat bcirii^. abk to provide one input or ihe other input without there being a.ay eross 
chai^snel ari.sociario,ns beiweeii the dificrent .sihnviii does not render tiiC teaching? of Beixia et al. 
as being '".n-LsIlirTiodal". Sec speeif!c:VJon, page 6, iiiies i -2. In other vvords, the deiinition of 
sriultiriiodal reqislres a erosi^ uhaiuiel :issociaiion between tlie different sti;-nuH Vviiieb: i^- oenainly 
not taught in tleyda ct ai. 

There are furUser difierences between several depejideni elain^s and the teachings of 
Bevda et ul For e:\ample. eiaim 17 recites vvluTein the assoeiation between the pharaliiy of 
rneanirviifui phrases and the predeternvined set ol task objectives^ is based, at least partly, on a 
njeasme of usefainess cTcaie ofthe ph.;.rality of rncaningliil phrases io a specified one of the 
:>redetenuined ia.sk objeciives. The Ofilce .Action asserts tliai pcrtbnning ihe aciiciU is lOf)-;';* 
nscfui and thus cohsnins 7- I'J teach: this lirniiatiori, Applieaiiis respectRdly subndt that svhi'le 
perh-miing the aciiori rnay be li)Q% useful there is sinipiy no teaching regarding an association 
between the piurahii) cii n-jeafdrtgftfi phrases and the predetermitied task objeciives being based ; 
least in part ors a .measure of usefuh-ess of one ofthe phiraiity of meaningful pi-rases io a 
specifscd one ofthe preuetennined task objectives, Fhcrc is sinrply natrierous hniitaticais svithJ- 
claim 1 7 that are aixseni fre;m. the teachings of Beyda et ah Tor example, in d^e dt:sejosure in 
coiurnn 7 itje cited portion in coiiuvms 7~1(). Beyda et ai, simply teach basic user interaction sue 
as tjie user being abU? to ;^eieei a » key or * key or being about to speak and say "vicxt'" or 'd-.;:-!ck 
2"' arid maneuver aromKi a n,ic.uu sy,stern. 

.xophcants can tusd no place in the teachings of L^cyda ei al, regarding the identification 
or use of a measure of lascfainess of one of the phirailiy of fneaningful pfa ases that are in user 
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verbal and noiv verha; input t<> a speciiled one of the predeterminfjd task objectives, 
AccordiBgiv, Applicants rcspecifuily submil tiKVi for dris additiorsai reason dnrL claim 'i / i? 
putc-iiabie and in condition lor allowance, Siniilarly, die cjain":S dust .(low from ciauri 17 add 
iurther liinitaliciris that add addiiiouai ieatures no\ taught by i;k'yda ei ai, 

r\>r e,\amp]e. dmm 18 recites wherein the useufiness mea:>u.re i^; a salience v.ricastire, 
.Agaiji, ihe v)irsco Action citcii coliunn 7, lines i3--31 and coiiunn S, lines 29-37, wiil-out aiiy 
discussion re;;arding hoxv the"::'.'. p.isniculiir portions oF Beydaet aL aciuady leach arjytidvig 
regarding a salierice nteasiirc, Applicantis respectfully submit thai Inasmuch as these poriions of 
Bcyda i-t al. faii to teaeh. or .ynggesi anything regarding a salience rnea,sure being associated with 
a ascfulness n^easure of one of tlte plurality of yntraanngful phrases to a specitled ortc of tiie 
predetermined task obiective?, that ciatnt 1 H is ct.-rtainly patentable and in cosxiilion tor 
allowance. 

Clain^ 19 depends on claim I'd ar\d further retlnes the dcdnitior! oi^the salience measure 
being represented a.s a cooditiottal probability of tlie task objective being suggesied given an 
appearance of (,;ne of the pitirality of -neaningful pltrases in the inptit cornrnnni cation, wherein 
the conditional probability is a highest value in a distribution of c.(>nditionai probabilities over ihe 
set of predelevmined task objectives. The Office Aciion asserts on page 6 that when a phrase ts 
understood it is 100% probable of one of the many task, objectives. Applicants respcctuuly 
3ubndi that this siniplified analysis which simply diseus-ses that a iai^k is pcr.u.-«nneJ vvhen input Is 
ustdersiotxl cannot pro\ ide sufficierd disclosure within Beyda et ah to teaeli the very detailed 
hTtriiatiiin regarding the salience measure as it is recited in ciaitrs 19. In other VvOrds, AppHi.ants 
respeetmdy submit that because the probabihty is lO-d^'o diat a particular task is pertbrmed by the 
svsteitt wl-ef: a phrase is utKlerstood. that docs rtoie p.ro\ ide any distk>sure regiuxiing tl-e 
particular salier^ce nteasure and it representadon as is reeiled in claim 19. 
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C-jaim 2i) depends on claim 1 8 and discusses whercirs i,he plurality of niuasvingful phrases 
has a saiicncc nicasnre that exceeds a predetermined ibreshoid, Ag;;iin. the Oflice Action cites 
ce-iunn"; 7, line? i3--31 ursd coliinin B, iijies 29-37, Apphcants re?pecttuiiy ,submil thai there is no 
disoassion irs Ihcse columns regfivding a ,sa!iei-!ee measure and thus, it is nnki-sovv?! Vv-diin the 
reference whether there is a \ (}(J% salience measure ii?at exceeds a vnalched tbresirold vsi?ev; ai- 
action is pcrfor-i-sed. Aceordingl>\ the Office Aciiorf s analy:ns is sorely lacking. 

Similarly, the measure of commonaihy with a language of f^ie meaningful phrases as 
being assnciated with die o'-earvin.gfui phrases andfrtc predei.errni.ncd set oria,s.k objectives i,>eing 
i:iaj-ed o.n i-.i pa.ri o-i the riieasure of corn-rnonality, Appiica/Us respeetliinv' submit thai this is not 
taugiit i!5 eoiirnn^s 7 and H. Again, Appllcaiiis note thai just because tiie i.iniy exanvpie used in 
Beyda et ai. reiaf.es to die Engh.si^ kmguage in hs profupis and inieraeiion vvidi -he user, 
Applicants respecifuliy submit Uiat ccrtainiy Beyda et al. fail to teach an>ibirfg regarding 
esiahlishing a measure of eotnmonahiiy within a language of du^ rnearar^gful hmgnages. 
Aec-L.;rdingiy, Api-'Hcanis subn)ii thai claim 21 is paientable ar:d in condition kxr allowance, 
Si-niiarly, cUnrns 32 and 23 eaeli further refme d-ie defirdtion of the mea.surc commonality .and 
..\ppiican;s aub.ntit that columns 7 and 8 each iail to teach anything regarding Uiese particuh^r 
reinienients gives - that the basic teachings of iliese coiunuis only relate to high level user 
interaction of either pressing a .few keys or speaking very sin-jpie words. Aecordingly. 
Appiica.ms snbmii thai these claims are patentable arid in condition for allovvance. 

Fvega-rding cla im 2.>, .".pplicants note that page 7 of the Office Acdon only mentions thai 
"Ikyyda et ai. icaehes the automated task classificaiion sysiem of claim .1, wherein: the iripui 
ct.sm.rnnnicatieai fron^ ikc user represents a request for at least one of the se?. of predctcrrnined task 
k.4Tiec;i\ es."' fhere rs no place in Beyda et al that, is cited for teachings this particular lirniiation 
on dse input eomnunueation from the user. .Applicants would therefore take dds lack of ajyv 
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cjifjlson to tijacivi.rsgs in iiijyda <2l ai, iiS a concession sbai this cham i? pateniabie, Accordisndy, 
.Appiicams respcciiully ■■eque.st a Notice of AHovvaiiCi.; or a citation Lind disvussion regarding the 
panicukjr tcaciviugs wiiiur- Bcyda c\ al "'wherein the input corfnYmnication noni the user 
represents a reqnesie for at least one oi a .set of predeti-'iTnined task objeetives." 

^ . ■! ^vji t, ' Us ^vc{^^'^^ s i 1 at K J v i -.^ u ^ j l» ' isj/ 
how Bevda al. I.aii i.o teach that the itvput connTiunication is both verbal i.iiput and non-\ erbai 
inpui a,nd thus;, respectfuHy submit iijat claim 27 is patentable and in conditi< rn fi;r allosvance 
inasmuch as there is no leaching iri columns 7-i{) of Beyda ei al wiiercin the verba! and n(>u- 
verbal itiput are direcied to one of ilie set of predetennined iask objecUves and there is no 
teachir:g in dre reference regarding how each of ihe verbal input and non-verbal i.'-put arc labeled 
Vviih the one iask objective to which it is; directed. 

Appiieanis submit that elaim.s 28-30. 34-40. 42-.54 and 57 ase palentabie. lor some of ihe 
;eas<^ns sci ;V-rdi abo^e re^ianiin^;. eirurn ; .md its depeiidcnt cU-in-s. 

Applicants fhanls the Kxanrhicr tor providing the detailed Office .Action and re.spcctCuliy 
reqLiCSt.s a Notice of AHowance in du^ present ea.se. 
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CONCLUSION 

i:ia\iiig riddrc.ssed all fe■icc^ii..i^^^ and objeclions, Appiicanls rcspeciaiUy submit f.hat iht: 
;sishiect .ipplicaiion is in condiu<?n lor <dhm&ncc and a Nc:Uce to ihat enect is eamestiy solicited 
[f necessar}. iJic v'f-rnmis.si'.Hicr iLr Patents is authorized to charge or credit iiie N«%'iik, Dnu'e & 
Quigg, LLP. Account No. 14-143" for any deticiency or overpaymeni. 



Date; Sepieaibtf 5. 2007 

Thomas A. Resiaino 
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Reg, No, 44.166 
Phone: 4i()-28o~<^4{)5 
Fax No.; 4 KkS 10-1433 



!7 



